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SUMMARY

The Delaware Supreme Court affirmed the Superior Court's judgment as a matter of law in a medical
malpractice action arising from Gloria Teague's death. The court held that the defendant timely
challenged the plaintiff's medical expert's competency to testify regarding the applicable family-
practice standard of care and that the trial judge did not abuse his discretion by denying telephonic

voir dire to rehabilitate the expert.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Dr. Isiocha timely moved for judgment as a matter of law based on Dr. Siegal's failure to

establish competency to testify regarding the standard of care applicable to a family practice physician.

2. Whether the trial court abused its discretion by denying Teague's request to conduct a telephonic voir

dire to rehabilitate Dr. Siegal after the close of Teague's case.

HOLDINGS

1. The defendant's motion for judgment as a matter of law was timely because the alleged deficiency in Dr.
Siegal's competency became apparent during his trial testimony, and the procedural rules did not require

the defendant to raise the issue before or during that testimony.

2. The trial court did not abuse its discretion by refusing to permit Teague to conduct a telephonic voir dire

of Dr. Siegal after the close of the case.

3. The plaintiff could not establish the alleged breach of the applicable standard of care and causation
without competent expert medical testimony addressing the standard applicable to the defendant family

physician; the judgment as a matter of law was therefore proper.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A motion for judgment as a matter of law is proper when "there is no legally sufficient evidentiary basis for a

"

reasonable jury to find for [the plaintiff] on that issue.

“The trial judge did not act arbitrarily or capriciously by declining to hear additional evidence by telephone

concerning Dr. Siegal's competency to opine on the applicable standard of care.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Gloria D. Teague presented to Kent General Hospital with chest pain, shortness of breath, and diaphoresis, was
discharged, and was instructed to follow up with her family physician. Four days later, she saw Dr. Henry
Isiocha, who admitted her to the hospital for dehydration; she died several hours later from a myocardial
infarction. Teague relied on Dr. Michael Siegal, an internist and cardiologist, to establish the applicable standard

of care and causation, but Siegal testified that he was not an expert on family practice or emergency-room issues.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Teague brought a medical malpractice action arising from Gloria D. Teague's death. At trial, the Superior Court
concluded that Teague's medical expert, an internist and cardiologist, had not established that he was competent
to testify regarding the standard of care applicable to a family practice physician, and therefore granted Dr.
Isiocha's motion for judgment as a matter of law. The Superior Court denied Teague's motions for a new trial and

reargument and granted the defense motion for costs. The Delaware Supreme Court affirmed.

DISPOSITION



affirmed
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